


SPRINT’S COMMENTS ON PROPOSED COMMISSIO

Sprint Communications Company L:P., (hereafter 8
comments on the proposed rules being: considered by ihe Co

- Notice i this matter.

* Chapter 20:10:01 Rules of Practice,

Sprint generally supports the comments’ made-at the §

" concerning the need to-clarify some of the procedures and require

Chapter 20:10:24 Interexchange Catrier an

Exchange Service Competition.

Sprint generaily concurs with: the com

- public hearing that the rules regarding. intere
providers: should be designed to encourage: competition -

excessive information or procedures.

20:10:24:02 & 20:10:32.03. Cestification. Although: Sprinti=mllg.,h
already certificated for interexchange and local exchange service, the infon
applications for certification under the proposed rules appears Lxcessweand ]
‘concurs with the changes suggested by DTG,

20:10:32:11. Local calling scope. This proposed rule is unclear. The
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20:10:32:16. Rural sewVi’éeé:«jaféé.; '
f’"ih'r'qu,ghout: the rural service ~area wn

interconnection agreement. Such a time period s insu;

sapeeiafly if the Commission requires service throughout

 telephone company - as discussed below under 20:1 (:32:43. Spri

‘adepted by the Minnesota PUC, would be a more rea’saenablé»'tim&per‘i’baii; -







Finally, Sprint-agrees with the cominents-of DT
 whether a request is “bona fide:” ~ Spri

juested negotiations, tHat i‘:;hjoul'd bra ¢

1g:service coextensive with the rural

‘in-‘conflict with 20:10:32:16, which allows

pportunity for ‘hearing, that”

throughout the-‘rural company’s:

20:10:32:43, The-adopti

tining, regardless o

| fﬂwsce “what mrcumstances may
unreasonable andpexha ”

 interest finding such as this in ad
,.:_th;';l;nstﬂscnmnc& of thig pw‘pos'#dvmle.

20:10:32:46, Determining applicable service area;. S

‘supgested by DTG, The factors listed in DTG’s proposed additic

syerensonable.




- basis.

- 20:10:33:33.  Failureto pay fo

‘to-terminate Jocal ex‘c‘:ﬁange,:nsfervifcc:; a

nonpayment of the portion of a bill that is in dispute:

r The followmv ruie, 20 10:33:34, allowing an exemption from the: rol
servige if toll services cannot'be tenminated separatcly, obviously need not-be ad
“However, if this rule is-adopted, Sprint endorse the: follo.wmg fuie a5 necessary e
vhc nonpaying custoiner.

2 Sprint agrees with DTG that these proposed rules should not be it
@haptcr- 20: RCW 10 Dus»cmncctmu of Telecommumcauons B'cn'h.e Adn




South Dakota, there should be no doubt that- uncollectibles .w in’id_}.

number of customers who would fail to pay their long distance bil

It stionid be noted that LECs routinely refer customers to the IXCswhen't
disputes about the long distance poriion of bills and-do. not-disconnict local servic
incentive to disconnect for nenpayment of toll charges since, under billing and collecti
* are'Borne by the IXCs and not the LECS. :




and unnecessarily penalize all customers with higher long distance rates 1o “beniefi

small minority of customers. Sprint therefore urges that the proposed-rule not be a

Chapter 20:10:34. Prohibition Against Unauthorized Switching o
fb‘fUﬂaumoriZEd Services. ‘ i

20:10:34:02. Requirements for independent third-party verification: Sprint obju
proposed requirement for recording of the conversation between thie customer and
verifier. Such a recording is unnecessary to ensure verifications, would be costi and ‘woul
make refrieval of the verification more problematic, Currently, Sprint’s
involves obtaining unique customer information frorm the subscriber (such ag.
mother’s maiden name) for recording in the computer database to prove thai
place. In almost all cases, such information is sufficient 1o confirm verificati
the conversation would be redundant. At the same timie, recording - of the: coriver
maintenance of tens of thousands of tapes would obviously te very costly. |
iraportantly, designing a system for retrieval of the recording of a specific conversa
event of a slamming allegation, to comply with 20:10:34:03, is likely to be very

such a requirement would be unique to South Dakota.

4 See, Beli Atlantic Reply Comments before the FCC, CC Dkt 95-1 I3, (Nov. 20, 1995y, 0. 3.
s See, GTE Reply Comments before the FCC, CC Dkt. §5-1 15, (Mov. 20, 1595Y, p. ¢ ST
# It should be noted that Sprint and other IXCs and LECs routinely enter into pay arrangenients (ee fow .

income or other custemers who genuinely have trouble paving a bill.




ririt also-dees not believe that

nd not the IXC. ‘Fora rational pr

WﬁlPICChangechm re-for

ofthousands 6f LOAs woul
fS’;‘)rin"t_aalsérasees_;n‘q-reas()n“idiir,ié[ild
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g ‘providing that information in the LOA.
20:10:34:06. Telecommunications company lability. & ?

As uoted at the public hearings, Sprint shares the Commission’s:




and other reputable INCs. For the Commission: information, att,aaChedLmi-thgsf’ '
text of a letter from Sprint’s Vice-President for External Affai’rs,thh“Héffﬁiajn
Collins summarizing Sprint’s policies and positions with regard ms]ammmg
note that the FCC is reportedly prepared to consider ncwantl-sldxmr1ngmtes
Sprint urges the South Dakota Commission to review any such niiles:

s since Sprint believes that slamming can bé most effectively mmbdted 1fcam

1o-as uniform national requirements as possible;

consumer for any PIC change charges and by re-rating the:eustomer long distance |

the customer would have been charged by theroriginal carrier. Sprint believest

and reasonable practice and suggests that customers should not be-relieved of







fa*xponse:s are:as deuws

Aceording to-the F
Sprint switchied
authorization. Pleas




Hororable Susan M. Colling

suchi-complaints-and:t ve stepsiit |
of slamming eomplaints against i

nee service and; instead, sy
recorded by the regulator as 4 °
inzdvertent and regrettable.

Ieany event, because the process is sesusceptil

question customers who claim that their long

their authorization. When we receive such a-complaint; v

necespary actions with: the loeal telephone companyto s

back without defay, added cost or-other penalty. We be

distance companies, Sprint goes the extra mile %o ensure sati

not presently a customner of Sprint. We believe that strivizg for v
everything we do is-one of the ways Sprint will be successful long:term.
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We, also, have implemented extensive checking and continuing improvement of our
internial processes to try to eliminate all possibility of error. We also have some :
suggestions for improving the entire process, which I’ll explain in more detail’below;

1 should also explain that a si gnificant number of the complaints filed at the FEC we
attributable to resetlers, not directly to Sprint. When Sprint provides service to resellers
{he reseller’s customers are connected in the Jocal telephone company’s switch'to
identified by Sprint’s Carrier idemification Code {or CIC). If a reseller has slammec
customer, and that customer complains to the local telephone company, the local -
telephone company often assumes it was Sprint’s fault because of the CIC and b ca

the identity or even existence of the reselleris rot easily ascertainable fromthe circ
records.

I would also point out that, while Sprint believes that any slams are wholly unaceer tabl
we believe the number attributed to Sprint by the FCC i, relative to Sprint’s size;

o

< sis
the lowest in the long distance industry. We don’t believe those results are an'accident;
¢ have no tolerance for slamming and work very hard to provide the best possible
serviee fo both our customers and potential.customers.

I have to admit, in all honesty, that we have also expenicncedlovcrzealous»orrmisb;e’h:i
sales representatives who submit orders to-change customers-to Sprint-when those
tustomers may not have fully agreed to buy our service. Such-actions should be caught
and corrected in the verification process, but apparently some slipthrough. We:work. °
constantly, throngh training of new sales representatives and penalizing careless or -
reckless sales representatives, to minimize the possibility of inappropriate salesand:
incorrect orders.

What procedures does Sprinthave im plac_er’to.-:enbsure::thatgits‘-\'ag'.ilifts:(a"_‘r: i

resellers adhere to FCC regulations:for v{e‘i';iﬁéaﬁo'n'ﬁfcatﬁer?ch’a"‘ ges

Sprint report suspected siamming violations by its resellers-to the F

We believe that one of Sprint’s most valuable assets is its brand, and-we goto great
iengths to protect its image, integrity and use. Agents are 'authozriz&d?byaiSprintiﬁitc»»EUSonﬁ‘
brand, and they are required to do all the same things we do to-ensure that they .
communicale a positive image to our customers, including taking all possible'stepsto =
prevent stamming.

Resellers, on the other hand, are not authorized 1o use the Sprint brand and are

responsible for their own conduct in the marketplace. We constantly communicate withy

our reseliers and they clemly understand our tetal intolerance of slamming. In fact, our =
standard contracts provide that the reseller shall not submit a customer’s telephane )
number for activation without obtaining and maintaining proper authorization. If'the. '
veseiler breaches this provision, Sprint has the ri ght to stop accepting orders frorm the

reseller (which we have done), to discontinue promoticnal discounts (if any), or to

terminate the contraci. We also can recover from the reseller any charges paid tc local
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telephone companies for switching customers slammed by the reseller back to- the
original long distasce service.

We do not monitor the marketplace activities-or try to verify th
dotry to-intervene to quickly correct slamming prob hen
regard, when and ifa reseller slams a a-customer, th (orsta
s. about it well ‘before Sprint does, Nevertheless; we are:al
the FC °C (and other regulators) to do whatewer we reasona ly an't

Please comment on the currentlegis
control slamming,

As I tried 10 pointout in my February 3 leﬂc ;, Ltk
fushion a remedy for slamming:that the Subicompiitt
First; our research réveals that slam
Some seem toresult from confusion in: fom
avthority to authorize a change; some rom: 'bu
authorize a change, but later regret-and recadit) ‘some-fror custo
a\'md having to-pay-change charges oreve some or:
{¥iven human nature, there probably is:no sffective’]
forthese causes.

numbcr of ouﬁaw carriers who deh}berately
hﬂpmg thcv‘ll pay the bill thliout com 'lal’

pana!he:s, Qummal pro_sezcutaon fo,r;; raud'm

There are also, as described above, inac
exchanged between long distance ¢
conversions-of service, and there is-cre
carriers, If a single digit is transposed

di‘slanoe cazﬁer‘s identiﬁcation code

‘sﬂmc cvxdcnce that such errors happm w1th some frequen ‘
these 1ypes of errors are hard to detect and ‘audit.

Which brings me to the second important point. That is the process by whicl
long distance selections are changed is b ¥ submmmg orders tot
wlfephone company. The telephone company, in ordero be con ;
diseriminatory, makes no judgment about the validity or appropni: any ¢ ungc

arder swbritted to it, but simiply executes it thopefully, error freu) Thus ‘unseriipu
;Murs knowingly can submit false orders to 1c]ephonc companies, get the customer
#onverted and hope they'll pay before discovering or complaining gbout the unauthoriz
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sérvive change, Indeed, the process somewhat seems to encourage such fraudulent.
submissions.

Thus, we suggest that an effective means to curb fraudulent slammers.could be to:
conirols upon the submission of orders to telephone companies. In: particular; we be
tiat & neutral third party could be inserted between the long distance carrier an

telephone company, who has the responsibility for the process of changinga cust
Primary Interexchange Carrier (or PIC). This neutral third party - which could be
feniral Number Administrator created by the '96 Telecom Act - could-be empower
develop systems to minimize mistakes and make the reconciliation process-asierc
as possible. Long distance (and, when the market is open 1o competition, local) ca
would still be responsible for verification of orders;sb'utfme-‘thi‘rd:pnjaﬂyi-admi_‘_riiﬁsjrﬁato
woitld have some discretion in processing customer changes from, forinstance, c:

who'ves been proved to have fraudulently slammed unsu*spect‘i_jzxg.=customers the; p
e:.con

Such a neutral third party could also eliminate the possibility of anticompetiti
by un incumbent telephone company that is also competing against Tong:distance ¢ arTic

Another possible remedy could be to take advantage of emerging technolegy.and-

mpower custorners to implement long distance carrier s_elections'-‘ﬂierﬁsclie,s;=1-'l,?ﬁa s,
when & custemer decides to change long distance companies, the.company could al
customer & telephone number to contact the local telephone company and a personalizec
code 1o enter that would automatically effect the change-rwit‘hout;zhsuﬁrzj;an'in’te'rvcntiqxj.' :

This solution would obviously require a little-more ‘work by customers; but it shiould . -
prevent slamming regardless of whether caused by outlaws or inadvertent errors.

telephone: companies that “freezes” a customer’s account, so that the long distance carni
{or PIC) can not be changed without direct contact between the customer and'the-local
telephone company. This so-called PIC-Freeze option can reduce the:incidence of
slamming; but it also, unfortunately, has been abused by somecocal telephione. - - -
companies, Sprint prosecuted complaints against one local telephetie company, for
instance, that attempted to employ a PIC-Freeze in several states tonot just-reduce:
slamming, but also gain an unfair advantage as local and toll markets-were bieing open
o competition, Because PIC-Freezes can be anti-competitive, Sprint has not
enthusiastically embraced them as a solution to slamming.

We are, of course, aware of another possible solution being offered by some local

We sincerely believe that slamming can be eliminated altogether if the solution is
directed at the root cause of the problem. We are genuinely concerned thatsimply: -
increasing penalties for slamming will not deter the bag actors, and will lead to endless -
litigation by others. In that regard, we believe that existing laws - not only directed-at. -
slamming, but others including wire fraud statutes -- already contain adequate penalties s
le prosecute the truly guilty. i
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5, 8§ you-know, most anxious to work with the Subcommlttee to ﬁn ]
menta solution to this problem, and hope: that you’ll cal
cail me or Jamies E. Lewin, Ir., Vice

-Office (202/828-7412) at any txme T

Respectfully submitted,

-John-R:. Hoffiman




